The aim of this study is to seek two types of interpersonal model of Hyland (2005) used in conclusion sections of 30 Master Theses of English Teaching, English Literature, and English Translation written by male and female graduate students. These conclusion sections were categorized into two groups of male and female writers: 15 conclusion sections belonged to male writers and other 15 conclusion sections belonged to female writers. The interactive and interactional metadiscourse markers were counted and analyzed to find if male or female writers utilize these metadiscourse markers differently or similarly in conclusion sections of English disciplines (Translation, Teaching, and Literature). These metadiscourse markers were analyzed descriptively and referentially. The descriptive analysis show that both male and female writers in Translation, Teaching and Literature applied more interactional markers than interactive ones. In Translation and Teaching, female writers used more interactional resources comparing to male writers. But, in Literature, male writers employed more interactional markers than female writers. The referential statistics indicate that in English Translation and English Literature, there are significant differences between male and female writers concerning use of Interactive and Interactional metadiscourse Markers, while in English Teaching, there are not any significant differences between male and female writers regarding use of these metadiscourse Markers.
INTRODUCTION
According to Ghafoori and Oghbatalab (2012) article: A Comparative Study of Metadiscourse in Academic Writing, writing is a rich medium, for gender performance, as a matter of fact, writing functions to construct the disciplines as well as the gender of its practitioners. Moreover, they mention that there are close connections between writing and the construction of writer's identity. Identity refers to "an individual/ group sense of who they are, as defined by them or others and can be expressed in terms of nationality, geographical, location, ethnicity, social class, gender, and many others" ( Swann, Deumert, Lillis,& Methrie, 2004, p.140). One way, by means of which the writer's identity is realized and practiced, is writing. One dimension of writer's identity is the expression of the writer's gender in written discourse. Tardy (2006) states that "interactions are influenced by many factors, one of which is the gender of the writer of the text; male and female writers might not be do the act of interaction with equal use of language resources". It is remarked that one way , by means of which the writers identity (gender) is revealed in written discourse is the employment of metadiscourse elements as well as organizing the text, and guiding the reader through the text; these elements can help writers to establish their identities (Hyland& Tse, 2004) . Academic discourse was viewed as being an example of objective, rational and impersonal academic text. Hyland (2005) states that "the term metadiscourse was coined by Zellig Harris in 1959 to offer a way of understanding language in use, representing a writer's or speaker's attempts to guide a receiver's perception of a text" (p.3). The concept has been further developed by writers such as Williams (1981) , Vande Kopple (1985) and Crismore (1989) . Hyland (2004) states that "based on a view of writing as a social and communicative engagement between writer and reader, metadiscourse focuses our attention on the ways writers project themselves into their work to signal their communicative intentions". Hyland (2005) writes, "Metadiscourse is the cover term for the self-reflective expressions used to negotiate interactional meanings in a text, assisting the writer (or speaker) to express a viewpoint and engage with readers as members of a particular community"(p. 37). Metadiscourse is realized through a range of linguistic forms included in the interpersonal model of metadiscourse (Hyland, 2005, pp. 49-54) . This model comprises two dimensions of writer-reader interaction: interactive and interactional.
I. Interactive Resources: these devices let the writer manage the information flow to provide his/her preferred interpretations. These resources, according to Hyland, contain the following:
1. Transitions: these devices mainly indicate: additive, contrastive, and consequential steps in the discourse. Some examples are: in addition, but, thus, and, etc.
" & Hyland, 2008) which have examined the effect of gender on the way language is used and confirmed that male and female writers did differ in the employment of metadiscourse. Adel (2006) asserted that "gender has a significant influence on the use of rhetorical devices and gender could impact on how much or what type of metadiscourse is employed." Some scholars did investigation regarding gender differences in use of interactive and interactional metadiscourse markers. Crismore et al. (1993) searches the use of metadiscourse in persuasive essays written by U.S male and female university students. The results indicated that both gender applied interactional metadiscourse more than interactive one, but female used them more than males.
In other investigation, Tse and Hyland (2008) worked on a corpus of academic book reviews written by male and female writers and also interviews with regarding both philosophy and biology fields. They revealed that both genders used interactional resources twice the interactive ones especially male writers. In details, male writers employed more engagement markers, hedges, boosters, and self-mentions. Regarding interactive markers, female writers employed more transitions and they were heavy users of evidential markers. But there was no significant difference between them in the use of code glosses. In general, both genders make different uses of metadiscourse features.
Other metadiscourse study by Karbalaei (2013) , two types of Hyland's interpersonal metadiscourse used in compositions written by male and female students were investigated. Twelve students including 5 males and 7 females aged between 26 -33 who have been studying chemistry engineering in Islamic Azad University, Shahreza Branch were selected. Without any instruction, they were given a topic to write an eighty-word composition in ten minutes. Compositions were collected and were analyzed quantitatively and qualitatively. Data was analyzed quantitatively in the result section and discussed qualitatively in discussion and conclusion sections. Findings showed that students employed all types of metadiscourse except for two subcategories of interactive metadiscourse namely endophoric markers and evidentials. Self-mentions were the most frequently used, and hedges and boosters were the least in both males and females. Differences between genders in using metadiscourse with different degrees of occurrence are present in the overall interpersonal metadiscourse. Ghafoori and Oghbatalab (2012) , examined 20 applied linguistics research articles (10 written by native male English writers and 10 written by native female English writers). It explores whether male and female native English writers differed in their use of metadiscoursal elements. For this purpose, Hyland (2005) model of metadiscourse was employed as an analytical framework to identify the type of metadiscoursal elements. The results of independent samples T-Test showed that English male and female writers did not differ significantly in their overall use of metadiscourse; but, significant differences were observed in categorical distribution of metadiscourse elements.
The purpose of present study is to investigate the interactive and interactional metadiscourse markers based on (Hyland, 2005) between male and female authors in each discipline so as to find differences in using interactive and interactional metadiscourse markers between male and female authors. Regarding the objective of the present investigation, the research questions addressed in this study are as follows: 1.Are there any significant differences between male authors and female authors in English Translation in conclusion section of MA theses in terms of using interactive and interactional metadiscourse markers? 2.Are there any significant differences between male authors and female authors in English Teaching in conclusion section of MA theses in terms of using interactive and interactional metadiscourse markers? 3.Are there any significant differences between male authors and female authors in English Literature in conclusion section of MA theses in terms of using interactive and interactional metadiscourse markers?
METHODOLOGY

Corpus
Conclusion sections of 30 master theses of English Translation, English Literature, and English Teaching were chosen randomly from Islamic Azad University of Najaf Abad, Islamic Azad University of Arak, and Isfahan university. These conclusion sections were categorized into two groups: female and male writers: 15 conclusion sections belonged to female writers and other 15 conclusion sections belonged to male writers. According to these selected conclusion sections, in Literature Theses, there are 6 male and 4 female writers. In Teaching Theses, there are 8 male and 2 female writers. In Translation Theses, there are 1 male and 9 female writers.
Instrument
An interpersonal model of Hyland (2005) 
Procedure
In this study, in first, second, and third question, 30 Master Theses of English Language disciplines including Translation, Literature, and Teaching ( from each 10 Theses) were selected randomly from Islamic Azad University of Najaf Abad, Islamic Azad University of Arak, and Isfahan university. The conclusion sections were written. Then, these sections were typed and stored in 3 folders of translation, literature, and teaching. Conclusion sections of these Theses were read word by word carefully so as to find out the interactive and interactional metadiscourse markers frequency based on Hyland (2005) . The markers were counted manually. All data were analyzed twice by researchers to prevent from any fault in counting the frequency of metadiscourse markers or evaluated by other Master student of English Teaching or Master of English Teaching who have similar knowledge regarding interactive and interactional metadiscourse markers based on Hyland (2005) . The writers of these selected and written conclusion sections were analyzed to find if male or female writers utilized the interactive and interactional metadiscourse markers differently or similarly in conclusion sections of English disciplines (Translation, Teaching, Literature). To fulfill this purpose, these 30 conclusion sections were divided into two groups: female and male writers. 15 conclusion sections belonged to male writers and the other 15 conclusion sections belonged to female writers. Considering these conclusion sections, the Literature Theses were written by 6 male and 4 female candidates; The Teaching Theses were written by 8 male and 2 female candidates and Translation Theses were coordinated by 1 male and 9 female participants. The interactive and interactional metadiscourse markers which were counted, identified, and analyzed in these conclusion sections were used to scrutinize the differences between male and female writer in applying these metadiscourse markers.
DATA ANALYSISU
The conclusion sections of 30 master Theses of English language disciplines (Teaching, Literature, and Translation) were selected randomly from Islamic Azad University of Najaf Abad, Islamic Azad University of Arak, and Isfahan University. These sections were written, then stored in three folders of translation, literature, and teaching in computer. Afterwards, they were read word by word and carefully so as to count the interactive and interactional metadiscourse markers based on Hyland (2005) model manually. These conclusion sections were analyzed twice by two researchers who had similar knowledge regarding interactive and interactional metadiscourse markers. In the study of metadiscourse markers used in these sections, gender also were considered to find if male or female writers utilized the interactive and interactional metadiscourse markers differently or similarly in conclusion sections of English discipline (Translation, Teaching, Literature). To fulfill this purpose, these 30 conclusion sections were divided into two groups: female and male writers. Fifteen conclusion sections belonged to male writers and the other 15 conclusion sections belonged to female writers. Considering these conclusion sections, the Literature Theses were written by 6 male and 4 female candidates; The Teaching Theses were written by 8 male and 2 female candidates and Translation Theses were coordinated by 1 male and 9 female participants. The interactive and interactional metadiscourse markers which were counted, identified, and analyzed in these conclusion sections were used to scrutinize the differences between male and female writer in applying these metadiscourse markers. The independent sample T-Test was used to analyze data in these sections.
RESULTS
In this section, the descriptive and referential analysis of differences between male and female writers in conclusion sections of English Translation, English Literature, and English Teaching are illustrated by tables and results are explained.
Descriptive analysis of Female and Male Writers in English Translation
The descriptive analysis of male and female writers are shown in table 2 and table 3 as follows. International Letters of Social and Humanistic Sciences Vol. 47 201
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Descriptive analysis of Female and Male Writers in English Teaching
The descriptive analysis of male and female writers are presented in table 4 and 5 as follows. 
Descriptive analysis of Female and Male Writers in English Literature
The descriptive analysis of male and female writers are represented in table 6 and 7 as follows. Table 6 . Descriptive Statistics 1 (Female and Male Writers in English Literature). 
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In English Literature, among Interactive Markers, both male and female writers applied Transitions as most proportion, while male writers used Transitions with 77.94% more than female writers with 77.59%. Among Interactional Markers, both male and female writers used Engagement Markers as most proportion. However, female writers applied Engagement Markers with 39.40% more than male writers with 37.39%. In sum, both male and female writers employed Interactional Markers more than Interactive ones. Nevertheless, male writers used Interactional Markers with 60.65% more than female writers ones with 55.15%.
Referential Analysis of Female and Male Writers in English Translation
Research Question 1
The first research question addressed the differences between male authors and female authors in English Translation in conclusion section of MA theses in terms of using Interactive and Interactional metadiscourse Markers. Chi-square Test was run in order to investigate differences between male authors and female authors in English Translation in terms of applying Interactive and Interactional metadiscourse Markers. In table 8, referential analysis are presented as follows. Chi-square reported in Table 8 shows that significant level is 0.004<0.05. As a result, there are significant differences between male authors and female authors in English Translation in conclusion section of MA theses in terms of using Interactive and Interactional metadiscourse Markers. So the hypothesis one is rejected.
Research Question 2
The second research question addressed the differences between male authors and female authors in English Teaching in conclusion section of MA theses in terms of using Interactive and Interactional metadiscourse Markers. In order to find out the differences between male authors and female authors in English Teaching in terms of applying Interactive
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and Interactional metadiscourse Markers, chi-square test was employed and are presented in Table 9 as follows: In Table 9 , the results revealed that significance level is 0.98>0.05. Concerning this finding, there are not any significant differences between male authors and female authors in English Teaching in conclusion section of MA theses in terms of using Interactive and Interactional metadiscourse Markers. Consequently, hypothesis two is confirmed.
Research Question 3
The third research question addressed the differences between male authors and female authors in English Literature in conclusion section of MA theses in terms of using Interactive and Interactional metadiscourse Markers. Chi-square was used to explore if there are any significant differences between male authors and female authors in English Literature in terms of using Interactive and Interactional metadiscourse Markers. Following results are presented in Table 10 . 
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The findings of chi-square, shown in Table 01 , revealed that significant level is 0.013<0.05.as thus, it can be concluded that there are not any significant differences between male authors and female authors in English Literature in conclusion section of MA theses in terms of using Interactive and Interactional metadiscourse Markers. In fact, hypothesis three is rejected.
DISCUSSION
With regard to first, second, and third research questions, results indicated that in English Translation and English Literature, there were significant differences between male and female writers concerning use of Interactive and Interactional metadiscourse Markers, while in English Teaching, there were not any significant differences between male and female writers regarding use of these metadiscourse Markers. In sum, first and third hypotheses were rejected, although second hypothesis was confirmed. Considering the descriptive statistics of gender-based analysis, In English Translation, both male and female writers used more Interactional Markers than Interactive ones. However, female writers applied more Interactional Markers with 60.66% comparing to male writers ones with 41.37%.
In English Teaching, both male and female writers employed more Interactional Markers more than Interactive ones. While, female writers used Interactional Markers with 51.18 more than male writers ones with 51.7%. In English Literature, both male and female writers employed Interactional Markers more than Interactive ones. Nevertheless, male writers used Interactional Markers with 60.65% more than female writers ones with 55.15%. In sum, the results indicates that female writers were stronger in using interactional markers than male writers. This finding is compatible with Crismore et.al (1993) , indicating that both gender applied interactional metadiscourse more than interactive one, but female writers used them more than males writers.
The present findings are contrary to the previous studies (Hyland & Tse, 2008; Ghafoori & Oghbatalab, 2012) , which have reported that "greater use of interactional resources by the male writers can be seen to represent a very different style of argument". The second researcher stated that English male and female writers did not differ significantly in their overall use of metadiscourse; but, significant differences were observed in categorical distribution of metadiscourse elements.
CONCLUSION AND IMPLICATIONS
Swales (1990) also suggest that "the key differentiating aspect of dissertation writing is a much greater use of metadiscourse". Based on the results reported and the discussion conducted in the previous sections, several conclusions can be drawn.
1.Based on descriptive analysis of gender-based study of interactive and interactional metadiscourse markers in conclusion sections of English Translation, English Teaching, and , English Literature M.A Theses, in English Translation, both male and female writers applied more interactional markers with 60.66% comparing to male writers with 41.37%. In English Teaching, both male and female writers employed more Interactional Markers more than Interactive ones. While, female writers used Interactional Markers with 51.18 more than male writers ones with 51.7%. In English Literature, both male and female writers employed
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Interactional Markers more than Interactive ones. Nevertheless, male writers used Interactional Markers with 60.65% more than female writers ones with 55.15%. 2.Regarding the referential analysis, it can be concluded that, there are significant differences between male and female writers concerning use of Interactive and Interactional metadiscourse Markers in English Translation, and English Literature M.A Theses. While there are not any significant differences between male and female writers regarding use of these metadiscourse Markers in English Teaching.
This study can have pedagogical implications for postgraduate students, whether they are male or female. They should acquire these metadiscourse recourses (both interactive and interactional) to be able to obtain explicit awareness of how to use metadiscourse markers efficiently. Therefore, it is job of syllabus designers, and textbook writers to allocate some effective sections to elaborate more metadiscourse markers instructions. As stated by Simin and Tavangar (2009), appropriate instruction for improving the writing of EFL learners are needed to be provided by instructors in addition to the activities employed in textbooks.
